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THE SO-CALLED ' SARDANAPALUS.'
[PLATE X.]<
THIS interesting type, of which six replicas are known,1 has received
comparatively little attention at the hands of archaeologists. One authority
(see Roschar, Lexikon, pp. 1117-8) treats it as an example of a Hellenistic
statue of the bearded Dionysos, adducing numismatic evidence for purposes
of comparison. There is, however, no evidence of the erection of cultus
statues of the Bearded Dionysos either during the later fourth century or the
Hellenistic age, and this work alone is quoted as at once the justification and
the example of the assertion. Nor can the coins be considered copies of
contemporary statues: they are mere types, possibly reminiscences of existing
•works, certainly nothing more. No better instance of the use made by fourth
century die-cutters of a cultus statue could be given than the Olympian
Zeus as he appears on the coinage of Alexander compared with the represen-
tation on the famous Elean coin of the time of Hadrian.
A view which has met with wide acceptation refers the statue to
Praxiteles. Klein follows Treu2 in considering it the Liber Pater mentioned
by Pliny,3 a view also held by Arndt4 and S. Reinach.5
Yet, even if the archaic character of hair and beard and the richly draped
figure could be brought into harmony with his work as we know it, the
present statue cannot be a copy of the Liber pater, which is named among the
earliest instances of Praxiteles' masterly work in bronze {Praxiteles . . . fecit
tamen et ex aere pnlcherrima opera . . . et Liberum patrem'). Again, this
Liber pater would almost certainly be a youthful Dionysos, a subject
thoroughly Praxitelean.6 Klein indeed says ' Der " Liber Pater " der Plinius-
stelle lenkt unsere Blicke vom jugendlichen auf den bartigen Gott,' but
1
 (a) Naples. Figured Reinach Tites antiques,. 4 Mntelnv. Text to No. 557.
PI. 197 ; Wolters, Jahrb. 1893, p. 177. 5 TUes antiques, p. 158.
(b) Athens. Einselnverkavf, No. 714. 6 Of. the description of a Praxitelean Dionysos
(c) Palermo, id. 557. ap. Callistratus, Ecphrasis 8, where he is
(d) Uffizi. Alinari, 9410 (unpublished). described as like the Dionysos of the Bacchae,
(e) Vatican. Denkm. No. 381. It is from ivy-crowned and clad in a ncbris : this was also
the inscription incised on this example by a a bronze work and possibly that to which Pliny
seventeenth century hand that the type has refers. See also Diod. iv. 5, 2. Aipopcpov 5' avrbv
acquired the name of Sardanapalus. SoiceiV vtrapxe" 8ia rh 5uo Aiovvaovs yeyovivai,
(f) British Museum. Koscher, Lexikon, I.e. rbv ^\v iraXaihv KaraTrxyava Sta rb robs apxaiovs
Sybel, Wcltgescll. d. Kunut, p. 255. navras irayuvorpotp^v, -rbv 8e vedTepov ispaiov
2
 Praxiteles, p. 419. KOI rpvtpepbv na\ vitv,
3
 N.H. xxxiv. 69.
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Pliny systematically uses the phrase as equivalent to Dionysos, with no refer-
ence to the bearded god, as the following passage conclusively proves : Prioris
[Cephisodoti] est Mercurius Liberum patrem in infantia nutriens. Finally,
Fio. 1.—HEAD OF THE 'SARDANAPALUS' OF THE BRITISH MUSEUM.
with regard to the Praxitelean attribution it may be said that of the features
mentioned by Reinach as Praxitelean, the hair finds its nearest analogies in fifth
century works, not, as he asserts, in the Aphrodite of Cnidus, while we have
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no example of a Praxitelean beard, and his comparison between that of the
Dionysos and ' the drapery of the Hermes' (!) is hard to justify. Further,
the Naples head of which Reinach speaks is the most modified of existing
replicas; if there is in it, as he maintains, ' no trace of archaism,' archaism
there certainly is in the Vatican example and in the remains of hair and
beard on the Athenian torso.
With regard to the choice of the British Museum statue here, by kind
permission of Mr. Cecil Smith, first adequately published (PL X. and Fig. I),7
a word must be said. Dr. Arndt8 goes so far as to say that it can scarcely be
considered a replica; ' nicht allein ist die Gewandung aus dem noch strengen
und einfachen Stil des vaticanischen ExemplaresSa durch reichere Faltelung
ins Unruhige und Bewegte umgesetzt, sondern vor allem ist der Kopf unter
Beibehaltung der Hauptziige des alteren Typus im Detail weseiitlich umge-
staltet.' This modified character of the head especially must be borne in mind
when considering the position and date of the work. The Athenian torso, though
of commonplace workmanship, is yet extremely valuable from its discovery
in the Theatre of Dionysos and its severe character, especially in the hair
and beard, which contrast strongly with the softness and fulness conspicuous
in the British Museum and other modified replicas, which are less trustworthy
from their softness of feature and emphasis of detail in the drapery. The
ivy wreath in our example is probably also a modification, as it appears in
no other replica. In spite of these objections, the British Museum statue
is here reproduced as far less known than the ' Sardanapalus' of the Vatican,
as being entirely unrestored, and as probably more accurate in its treatment of
the chiton, especially in its fall over the left foot, a point to be dealt with later.
The god stands with one leg advanced, clad in a linen chiton and heavy
himation, his hair bound with a taehia and gathered in a knot on the neck,
while locks on either side fall loose on the shoulders. The right hand held a
thyrsos, the left is wrapped in the drapery. There is an absence of restless-
ness in the quiet pose of the arms and the stately lines of the drapery that
suggests the fifth century rather than the fourth, an impression strengthened
by the archaic treatment of the hair and the severity of the features in
the Vatican and Uffizi examples. The brow is smooth, the line of division
clearly marked, the eyebrows gently arched, the eyes set far apart with clear-
cut lids, the nose (in the B.M. example alone unrestored) broad and straight,
the lips rather full, serene, and passionless, the cheeks simply modelled.9 The
hair, parted over the forehead, waves back in separate strands, and the
shoulder-locks and beard are treated with similar simplicity. The drapery
varies considerably in details, but the scheme is simple and dignified, while
7
 The statue has never been reproduced save be hard to find.
in the poor woodcut in "Roseher, Lcxikun, I.e., 9 The more dramatic: character of the B.M.
and on a small scale in Sybel, IVeltgcsch. d. head, its deep-set eyes and greater depth of
Kunut, I.e. modelling in brow and cheeks, are misleading,
8
 Einzelnv. text to No. 557. and due to the copyist, as even the advocates of
fa
 Adjectives less applicable to the work of a Praxitel«an original admit.
Praxiteles than ' slreng und einfach,' it would
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our example is especially valuable for its careful working-out of textures.
This wavy treatment of the chiton is found in many works of the later fifth
century, e.g. the Hera Jacobsen and the Chiaramonti ' Flora,'10 while the
motive of the advanced leg, its shape defined through the drapery, occurs
in the same class of works.11 In the British Museum example the left foot
appears under the chiton, and the detail of the linen folds falling over the
foot is so much in keeping with the statue, and its absence so much felt in
the Vatican replica, that it probably belongs to the original. It is interest-
ing to note that this feature occurs in all the works enumerated here as akin
to the Dionysos.
With regard to the head, the nearest parallels may again be found in
Pheidian and post-Pheidian works. The Zeus of Olympia, as shown on the
well known coin of Elis, is extraordinarily similar;
there is the same turning-back of the hair from the
forehead, the same parallel locks waving over the
crown,12 the same arrangement of tresses on the
shoulders, though the hair behind flows loose instead
of being confined on the nape of the neck. A further
comparison is of great interest. A late coin of
Athens (Fig. 2) reproduces on a large scale the head
of the seated chryselephantine Dionysos of Alca-
menes, here reproduced from Imhoof and Gardner's
illustration of the unique specimen in Herr Lob-
becke's possession.13 This second great cultus statue
of the Pheidian circle resembles our Dionysos in the
treatment of hair and beard (though the latter is shorter) and in the general
type of countenance, and a comparison of the profiles is highly instructive.14
The roughness of the coin prevents close analysis of details, but the likeness of
the ' Sardanapalus' is undeniable. On the other hand, a comparison between
the head of our statue and the Asclepios of Melos in the British Museum
emphasizes the contrast between the Dionysos and a cultus work of the early
fourth century, and makes the suggestion that the former is a work of later
date quite untenable.14a
The Praxitelean view having been discussed, the theory of Wolters,
attributing the work to Cephisodotus, calls for comment. What we know of
his style is based on the Eirene and Plutus at Munich, but it can for several
FIG. 2.—BROXZE COIN OF
ATHENS IN THE LOBKECKE
COLLECTION (2:1).
10
 Arndt, Glypt. Ny-Carlsberg, PI. 56. Ame-
lung, Mus. Chiaramonti, PI. 61.
11
 Other instances are the Aphrodite eV (rfjirou
published in Bom. Milth. 1901, p. 21 ; the
Hope, Albani, and Farnese Athenas ; and the
' Selvutzflehende Borghese.' The hanging sleeve
is also characteristic.
12
 The same treatment occurs in the Maidens
of the Erechtheum.
13
 Imhoof and Gardner, Num. Comm. PL
CC 5. For the full-length figure reproduced
on Athenian coiiia, see Imhoof and Gardner,
ibid. PI. CC, 1-4.
14
 None of the replicas have hitherto been
reproduced in profile ; for permission to have
this statue so photographed I am again indebted
to Mr. Cecil Smith. The lighting of the
statue, in its present position, makes a satis-
factory photograph of the profile impossible.
14a
 Deliberate archaism was, of course, un-
known to the age of Praxiteles.
THE SO-CALLED < SARDANAPALUS.' 259
reasons hardly form a basis for farther identifications: (a) it is a poor copy
of a second-rate original, and can hardly be made the ground for attributing
to Cephisodotus a work so different in character ; (5) Cephisodotus does not
seem to have been a sculptor of great religious force, nor do we know that
he was influenced by Pheidian tradition; (c) he was chiefly a worker in
bronze; (d) his date is against the attribution.
All things considered, it seems a fair inference that the Dionysos was a work
of the later fifth century, probably, from the fact that a copy was there
discovered, set up in the great Theatre of Dionysos towards the close of the
fifth century.15 We may further conclude that the original was carried off to
Rome—five out of our six copies were found in Italy—and replaced by the
statue whose torso still survives. Its analogies with Pheidian and post-
Pheidian works have been pointed out, and from its likeness to his seated Diony-
sos we may perhaps suggest as the sculptor Alcamenes, whose works were so dear
to the Roman amateur, cuius sunt opera Athenis complura in aedibus sacris.w
Since this paper was first written a copy of the Hermes Propylaeus of
Alcamenes, found at Pergamon, has been published by Dr. Conze. Its import-
ance is very great, especially as confirming the archaic treatment known by
numismatic evidence to have been used by Alcamenes for his Dionysos,17 and
by Pheidias for the Zeus. With its aid and that of the coins the style of
Alcamenes in dealing with cultus statues can be clearly understood, and its
discovery does, I venture to think, confirm the tentative attribution to that
sculptor, based mainly on numismatic grounds, of the ' Sardanapalus' and
its replicas.
One further point needs mention. Not only are six copies known to
exist, but several archaistic works appear to be derived from the same
original, a further proof of its celebrity. Of these works two may be instanced
here, the priest of Dionysos, clad in chiton and himation, his left arm swathed
in the drapery, of the Dresden base,18 and the Dionysos of the so-called
Icarus relief. If, as above suggested, the original stood in the theatre of
Dionysos, it may well have been widely copied in Hellenistic times, while a
subsequent migration to Rome would account for the number of copies
found in Italy.
We may then claim that copies exist of a cultus statue from the hand
of a member of the Pheidian circle, possibly that of Alcamenes. If so, not
only is this the only instance of an existing copy of a cultus figure of the
period on so large a scale, but its dignity and nobility of type may reflect,
however faintly, the spirit of that crowning work of Greek art, with^which it
has much in common, the Zeus of Pheidias.
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15
 The Theatre, though completed by Lyour- 16 Plin. N.H. xxxvi. 16.
gus c. 330, belongs in its general design to an 17 Reisch's rejection of the coins {Eranos
earlier age (Gardner, Ancient Athens, p. 434). Vindobonensis, p. 10) as too archaic for the
Statties of Dionysos stood in the sanctuary at Alcamenes statue is now shewn to bo baseless,
the back of the stage buildings, as well as in 18 Daremlerg and Saglio, Fig. 2902 ; Arch.
the temples hard by (Paus. i. 20, 3, and Frazer, Zeitung, 1858, PI. cxi. ; Denkm. 150.
Commentary, pp. 212-216).
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